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Abstract 
Purpose of the study: Brand management is becoming increasingly a complex task in the present competitive world. 
Thus, in order to overcome such challenges, brand management is required which is personality-directed known as brand 
personality. Though this concept has gained importance, there is less number of studies conducted with respect to 
sportswear, where the threat of homogeneity strongly prevails. So, the first purpose in this study is to identify the brand 
personality dimensions of Sportswear using Aaker’s brand personality scale (1997) whereas the second purpose is to 
determine whether there are any significant differences in the perception of respondents with respect to these dimensions 
and finally the third purpose is to determine the extent to which these dimensions influence brand preference.  
Methodology: The data was collected from 700 college and university students from Indore, based on there popularity and 
students' strength and was analyzed using factor analysis, independent T-test, ANOVA and step-wise multiple regression 
techniques. The results indicated that seven brand personality dimensions were extracted for sportswear in Indore named 
Competence, Excitement, Sophistication, Sincerity, Small-town, Family oriented and Ruggedness. Ruggedness and 
Excitement dimensions are identified as the best predictors of brand preference for sportswear. Further, it is found that 
among the various socio-economic variables such as gender, age, and family income, only gender had significant 
differences with respect to five dimensions. 
Main Findings: The results also suggested that, among the socio-economic variables considered in the study, gender was 
the most influential variable than other variables, thereby suggesting the importance of this factor in formulating the 
promotional policies for the sportswear brands.  
Applications of this study: it would be helpful for brand managers to especially focus, apart from the common 
dimensions, on the dimensions specific to their brands to harness competitive advantage. The findings suggest that there is 
a significant role played by brand personality dimensions in influencing consumers’ preference for sportswear brands. 
Novelty/Originality of this study: The analysis in respect of the importance of brand personality dimensions in 
influencing consumers' brand preference shows that two dimensions namely Ruggedness and Excitement significantly 
influenced consumers’ brand preference of sportswear brands.  
Keywords:   Brand image, brand equity, consumer attitudes, brand personality, brand elements, social identification, self-
expression. 
INTRODUCTION 
The pace and pattern of the transformation of Indian economy, particularly after liberalization, has resulted in massive 
changes in the consumption pattern. The willingness to spend and increased spending power of the people have resulted in 
patterns of living in which consumption of varied quality products has become routine. However, with continuous 
proliferating choices of various products, it is getting difficult for consumers to narrow down their preferences and make 
buying decisions. As a result, marketers are required to spend millions every year, to predict or anticipate consumer 
behavior. Every consumer has their individual tastes and preferences, but consumers who fall in the age group of 18-25 
years, otherwise called as youth, are found to be the early adopters of new products and are recognized to be instrumental 
in trending new products in the market. Brand consciousness, continuous search of recognition, technological awareness 
and tendency to easily spend on branded products are some of the characteristics that describe these young consumers. 
With respect to sportswear, the role of youth has become vital as they are getting increasingly health and fitness conscious 
and are turning towards sports, outdoor and adventurous activities. Sports are no longer restricted to professional 
sportspersons but perceived as a way to lead a healthy lifestyle across the age groups, especially youth. Sports-inspired 
apparel, footwear, accessories, and equipment are now being treated as a mark of fashion. In India, it has been found that 
sportswear brands are positioned hazily compared to the positioning done at international fronts, where they have distinct 
positioning and brand images. This necessitates the creation of a point of differentiation in consumer minds. This is the 
focus of the present study as well, wherein the brand personality concept is being analyzed for its use in creating a point of 
differentiation in the minds of the consumers of sportswear products. 
The construct of ‘brand personality’ starts from the assumption that consumers think about brands as if, it is a part of their 
family, friends or celebrities whom they know (Aaker, 1997). He further explained that brand personality as the set of 
human characteristics that are associated with a brand. This concept has been gaining increasing importance over time as 
today’s consumers buy branded products, not only to meet the fundamental physiological needs but also to satisfy their 
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social and self-esteem needs. Thus, the prima face of the current reported research is that those consumers who are 
comfortable with ‘brand personality’ do promote brand preference and add value to brand loyalty. Once the pattern of 
consumer’s brand preferences across the population is known, it helps in the development and designing of appropriate 
marketing and branding strategies (Almaro and Rowley, 2011; Russell and Kamakura, 1997). 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
According to Martineau (1957), ‘brand personality’ has been a popular topic for the last 50 years, which suggested that the 
topic has been of interest to both consumers as well as manufacturers, even in the 18
th
 century. However, a lot of studies 
were conducted in the 1990s when brand personification and associating human characteristics with the brands were 
established (Aaker, 1997). The concept of brand personality conceptualizes brands with human-like characteristics and 
unique personalities that can be defined through “set of human characteristics associated with a brand”. There exists the 
interaction between customers and brands alike human beings especially when brands are attached to meaningful products 
(Aaker, 1997). Consumers prefer brands to express themselves and consider it as self-identity which may either be their 
own identity or an ideal that they wish to express. The personality of consumers can be expressed through their 
consumption behaviour and their purchase inclination. Animism theory forms the base for brand personality in which the 
dead objects are animated and provided human-like characteristics so that the human-object interaction is made simple 
(Gilmore, 1919). Many scales were developed by various researchers but it all lacked validity and universal applicability 
(Wells et al., 1957; Alt and Griggs, 1988; Batra et al., 1993). At last, a five dimension model was developed by Aaker 
(1997) named ‘The Big five’ comprising five major personality dimensions such as Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, 
Sophistication, and Ruggedness with 42 traits. Being a generic brand personality scale, this scale can be used for any 
product or culture as such, due to which it is deployed in the current study.  
According to Aaker et al (2004), brands are preferred when people share personality characteristics with it which leads to a 
relationship between brand and the consumer (Aaker et al., 2004). This is quite obvious in product personality as well i.e., 
product-personality congruence has a positive influence on consumer preference (Govers & Schoormans, 2005). When 
Aaker's brand personality scale is taken into account, it can be inferred that the brand personality shifts the consumer 
preference towards a brand and leads to the increased usage of the brand (Sirgy 1982; Freling & Forbes 2005). When a 
consumer feels a stronger connection towards a product or service, it is obvious that they will spend more time and money. 
In a study conducted by Chiu et al. (2011) about the symbolic and functional brand effects for market segmentation for 
golf equipment in Taiwan.  
This study researched the interrelationships that exist among customer perceived value, brand personality, brand 
preference, and golfer’s performance according to the Taiwan golf club market. From the results, it was inferred that there 
exists a significant relationship between brand preference and brand personality. So, the concept of brand personality is 
used in this study to determine the potential brand personality dimensions of Sportswear and to determine their influence 
on consumers’ brand preferences as well as on consumers’ perception, which has not been studied to date in the study area. 
OBJECTIVES 
 To identify the brand personality dimensions of Sportswear. 
 To examine the influence of brand personality dimensions on socio-economic variables. 
 To examine the extent to which brand personality dimensions influence brand preference. 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
A survey type study was carried out with a set of closed-ended questionnaires –distributed among the college and 
university students in Indore. A total of 698 questionnaires were distributed among the students in order to investigate the 
traits, that describe the sportswear brands from the list of 42 traits as per Aaker’s brand personality scale and to determine 
the extent to which these dimensions influence consumers’ brand preference. In the study sample, both users and non-
users of sportswear were included which resulted in 601 final respondents out of 698.  Multiple criteria were used in 
selecting the responded. 
The reliability of the study was tested using Cronbach's alpha. The value obtained fulfilled the validity requirements of the 
constructs used for brand personality and brand preference. Also, the constructs used in this study were identified from the 
literature and were based on a detailed analysis of conceptual and empirical literature. Various statistical techniques like 
Independent t-test, ANOVA, Factor Analysis and Step-wise multiple regression were applied on data among which the 
factor analysis depicted that good amount of variance was explained by the extracted dimensions and factor loadings of 
nearly 50% of the items corresponded exactly to the items designed and proposed by the author to measure each 
dimension. So, construct validity, face validity, and content validity conditions seem to be satisfied.  
Brand Personality Dimensions 
In order to identify the brand personality dimensions, factor analysis was applied. However, prior to performing the factor 
analysis, it becomes critical to run the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett’s test of sphericity in order to evaluate 
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the appropriateness of data so that we can decide whether the data is appropriate for the application of factor analysis or 
not. Referring to Table 1, the KMO value was obtained as 0.947 whereas Bartlett’s test showed significant value at 0.00 
level.  
As per Hair et al., (1998), both the above-mentioned tests inferred the factorability of the matrices being considered. 
Adding to the above, the Principal Component Factor Analysis with Varimax rotation was applied in order to find the 
underlying dimensions of sportswear brands in the study area. Those variables which had low communalities (< 0.40), 
high cross-loadings (> 0.40) and low factor loadings (< 0.40) were eliminated as per the literature (Hair et al., 1998) which 
resulted in the deletion of 8 variables and finally, a 7-factor solution was obtained from the remaining 34 variables. The 
total variance explained by the factor solution was 51.3%, with all communalities ranging from 0.423 to 0.626. Table 1 
illustrates the 34-item factor structure. 
Referring to Table 1, it was observed that the 7-factor solution was adequate according to Kaiser’s Criterion of Eigenvalue 
which defines that those factors with Eigen value greater than one, only are to be retained for analysis (Kaiser, 1960). 
Once the final 7-factor solution got extracted, the next step is to assign some meaning to it. One of the criteria in assigning 
names to factors is that the traits with higher factor loadings are considered to be more important and express much 
influence on factor naming (Hair et al. 1998). Also, a second criterion for assigning names is to compare the nature of the 
traits with those in Aaker’s (1997) study.  
Table1: The 7-factor solution 
Scale Mean Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor6 Factor7 Communality 
Competence                   
Technical 3.71 0.734             0.589 
Corporate 3.62 0.781             0.579 
Leader 3.69 0.723             0.548 
Secure 3.77 0.659             0.549 
Intelligent 3.69 0.654             0.512 
Hardworking 3.59 0.614             0.544 
Successful 3.93 0.579             0.478 
Reliable 3.67 0.521             0.459 
Confident 3.71 0.439             0.461 
Excitement                   
Cool 3.81   0.679           0.549 
Independent 3.61   0.631           0.471 
Young 3.69   0.622           0.562 
Exciting 3.73   0.612           0.512 
Imaginative 3.59   0.621           0.478 
Unique 3.68   0.577           0.529 
Spirited 3.56   0.501           0.417 
Sophistication                   
Charming 3.67     0.686         0.587 
Glamorous 3.75     0.677         0.575 
Good-looking 3.78     0.667         0.557 
Feminine 3.61     0.589         0.453 
Western 3.57     0.519         0.551 
Sincerity                   
Original 3.65       0.667       0.571 
Realistic 3.48       0.641       0.527 
Sincere 3.41       0.578       0.542 
Honest 3.38       0.541       0.471 
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Wholesome 3.43       0.436       0.462 
Friendly 3.71       0.427       0.453 
Small-town                   
Small-town 2.78         0.692     0.531 
Sentimental 3.41         0.587     0.476 
Family-oriented                   
family-oriented 3.13           0.716   0.642 
Down-to-earth 3.41           0.62   0.512 
Ruggedness                   
Rugged 3.51             0.689 0.523 
Tough 3.57             0.694 0.567 
Masculine 3.61             0.431 0.453 
Eigen Value   9.089 2.377 1.56 1.271 1.231 1.112 1.025   
Explained   26.8 7 4.7 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.1   
variance by                   
factors (%)                   
KMO 0.941                 
Bartlett's test 0                 
of sphericity                   
As such, Factor 1 was named as Competence given, that all the nine traits which constituted the first factor were similar to 
the original study. Likewise, for the second factor, the name Excitement was allotted because as per the Brand Personality 
Scale, out of 11 traits, seven of its constituent traits were from the latter. The third factor was named Sophistication which 
comprised four traits, out of the six traits included in the original Aaker’s brand personality scale. Sincerity, the name 
assigned to the fourth factor constituting six traits out of the 11 traits in the original study. The fifth factor was named 
Small-town as one of the traits is small-town out of the two traits which had maximum factor loading. Family-oriented was 
the name allotted to sixth factor because the trait naming family-oriented had the highest factor loading out of the two 
constituent traits. Finally, the last factor was named Ruggedness which comprised three traits from the original study. 
Therefore, it can be inferred that the factor structure of brand personality dimensions of sportswear is obtained in this study 
and the shifting of traits across different dimensions was due to the reason that consumers interpret the brand personality 
traits to differ in a given socio-economic environment. Consumer perception of a brand tends to get influenced by many 
factors such as environment, marketing communication tools, and brand characteristics, etc. Thus, the extent, to which the 
different sportswear brands prompt consumers to interpret traits differently, results in unique factor structures. Many 
researchers have termed this phenomenon as ‘concept-scale interaction’ (Osgood et al., 1957; Heise, 1969; Caprara, et al., 
1997). 
Brand personality dimensions and gender 
The data was further analyzed to test the hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the perception of male and 
female respondents with respect to brand personality dimensions. The results, as presented in Table 2, revealed that there 
is a significant difference observed in the perception of male and female respondents with respect to five dimensions 
naming Small-town, Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, and Sophistication (significant at 5% level of confidence). The 
mean value of male subjects was higher than female subjects in the case of all the significant dimensions as shown in table 
2. Therefore, the null hypothesis that states there is no significant difference in the perception of male and female 
respondents with respect to brand personality dimensions-Small-town, Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, and 
Sophistication may not be accepted at 5% level of confidence. These significant dimensions will help in creating a point of 
differentiation in the mind of male and female respondents. 
Table 2: Brand personality dimensions and gender 
Brand Personality Dimensions Gender N Mean Std. Deviation t Sig. (2-tailed) 
Small-town Female 344 3.01 0.93 3.03 0.002* 
 Male 257 3.23 1.05   
Family oriented Female 344 3.21 1.04 0.57 0.579 
 Male 257 3.06 1.05   
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Sincerity Female 344 3.34 0.73 2.89 0.004* 
 Male 257 3.53 0.84   
Excitement Female 344 3.45 0.85 2.09 0.040* 
 Male 257 3.69 0.79   
Competence Female 344 3.59 0.81 2.59 0.008* 
 Male 257 3.79 0.86   
Sophistication Female 344 3.58 0.85 3.28 0.001* 
 Male 257 3.79 0.79   
Ruggedness Female 344 3.51 0.76 1.53 0.129 
 Male 257 3.57 0.83   
Significant at 5% level of significance* 
Brand Personality Dimensions and Age 
To find out whether there is an association between the age of respondents and the brand personality dimensions, one way-
ANOVA was applied. It can be seen from Table 3 that there is no significant difference in age and brand personality 
dimensions. Therefore, the age of respondents does not influence the perception towards brand personality dimensions. 
Hence, the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between age and brand personality dimensions is 
accepted. 
Table 3: Brand personality dimensions and age 
Brand Personality Dimensions Age (years) N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig. 
Small-town < 21 399 3.137 1.037 1.441 0.249 
 21-23 121 3.159 0.961   
 23-25 81 2.895 1.069   
 Total 601 3.143 1.019   
Family oriented < 21 399 3.149 1.059   
 21-23 121 2.972 0.923   
 23-25 81 3.071 1.139 0.821 0.433 
 Total 601 3.145 1.051   
Sincerity < 21 399 3.493 0.869   
 21-23 121 3.397 0.759 0.789 0.466 
 23-25 81 3.494 0.840   
 Total 601 3.619 0.851   
Excitement < 21 399 3.697 0.831 2.473 0.089 
 21-23 121 3.616 0.831   
 23-25 81 3.790 0.812   
 Total 601 3.808 0.831   
Competence < 21 399 3.791 0.854   
 21-23 121 3.599 0.821 2.851 0.061 
 23-25 81 3.790 0.849   
 Total 601 3.691 0.839   
Sophistication < 21 399 3.690 0.879 0.801 0.441 
 21-23 121 3.598 0.829   
 23-25 81 3.693 0.781   
 Total 601 3.706 0.861   
Ruggedness < 21 399 3.585 0.779   
 21-23 121 3.416 0.799 1.081 0.339 
 23-25 81 3.494 0.831   
 Total 601 3.569 0.789   
Significant at 5% level of significance* 
Brand Personality Dimensions and Income 
A cursory glance of Table 4 indicates that there is no statistically significant difference between the brand personality 
dimensions and the income of respondents. As a result, it can be concluded that the income of respondents does not 
influence the brand personality dimensions. Thus, the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 4: Brand personality dimensions and family income 
Brand Personality 
Dimensions 
Income 
(Lac/annum) N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation F Sig. 
Small-town < 6 439 3.148 1.023 2.059 0.104 
 6-10 106 3.075 0.950   
 10-14 38 2.907 1.144   
 >14 17 3.617 0.875   
 Total 601 3.133 1.018   
Family oriented < 6 439 3.134 1.008   
 6-10 106 3.042 1.121   
 10-14 38 2.736 1.172   
 >14 17 3.205 1.146 1.853 0.136 
 Total 601 3.095 1.046   
Sincerity < 6 439 3.524 0.839   
 6-10 106 3.522 0.877 0.425 0.735 
 10-14 38 3.500 0.813   
 >14 17 3.754 0.868   
 Total 601 3.528 0.844   
Excitement < 6 439 3.697 0.812   
 6-10 106 3.723 0.881   
 10-14 38 3.616 0.861   
 >14 17 4.083 0.608 1.369 0.251 
 Total 601 3.708 0.824   
Competence < 6 439 3.699 0.846   
 6-10 106 3.638 0.883 1.968 0.118 
 10-14 38 3.886 0.707   
 >14 17 4.085 0.674   
 Total 601 3.711 0.843   
Sophistication < 6 439 3.695 0.856   
 6-10 106 3.698 0.902   
 10-14 38 3.589 0.791 0.703 0.551 
 >14 17 3.952 0.773   
 Total 601 3.696 0.857   
Ruggedness < 6 439 3.501 0.774   
 6-10 106 3.559 0.810   
 10-14 38 3.499 0.941 0.806 0.491 
 >14 17 3.783 0.772   
 Total 601 3.519 0.792   
Significant at 5% level of significance 
Brand Personality Dimensions and Brand Preference 
Stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed on data to examine the extent to which the extracted brand 
personality dimensions of Indore region influence consumer’s brand preference. The model summary is summarised in 
Table 5. In Model 1, the dimension Ruggedness explained 36.0 % of the variation in consumers’ brand preference. When 
the dimension Excitement is added in model 2, the value of R square got increased to 51.6%. Thus, it depicts that these 
two dimensions contributed 51.6% variation in consumer preference. Table 6 depicts the value of regression coefficients 
along with their respective p values. 
Table 5: Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square 
Std. The error of the 
Estimate 
1 0.621 0.359 0.361 0.698 
2 0.723 0.521 0.517 0.609 
In Model 1, the dimension Ruggedness explained 36.0 % of the variation in consumers’ brand preference. When the 
dimension Excitement is added in model 2, the value of R square got increased to 51.6%. Thus, it depicts that these two 
dimensions contributed a 51.6% variation in consumer preference. Table 6 depicts the value of regression coefficients 
along with their respective p values. 
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Table 6: Regression Coefficients 
 Model Unstandardized Coefficients  t Sig. 
       
  B Std. Error    
       
1 (Constant) 1.179 0.129  9.083 0.000 
       
 Ruggedness 0.671 0.037  18.418 0.000 
       
2 (Constant) 0.132 0.134  0.932 0.341 
       
 Ruggedness 0.478 0.036  14.329 0.000 
       
 Excitement 0.449 0.034  13.879 0.000 
       
Dependent Variable: Brand Preference 
The analysis results indicated that the dimensions retained in the final model were highly significant. The value for un-
standardized beta coefficients found to be 0.485 and 0.452 for the dimensions, Ruggedness, and Excitement respectively. 
The equation thus obtained is as follows 
Brand preference= 0.127+ (0.485) Ruggedness + (0.452) Excitement 
The maximum un-standardized beta coefficient value was obtained for the dimension Ruggedness. Therefore, the traits of 
the Ruggedness dimension such as rugged, tough and masculine are the most important traits in influencing consumers’ 
brand preference of sportswear in Indore region. The Excitement dimension also had significant impact but its contribution 
to influencing consumers’ brand preference is lesser. Thus, the null hypothesis which states that there is no significant 
relationship between brand personality dimensions and consumers’ brand preference could not be accepted since 
Ruggedness and Excitement dimension was found to be significant at 5% level of confidence. 
These findings show that brand preference is influenced by brand personality dimensions and is supported by the many 
study findings (Sirgy, 1982; Biel, 1992), where the role of brand personality dimensions in influencing consumer brand 
preference has been justified. Heding et al., (2009) also highlighted the importance of brand personality as an efficient way 
to differentiate the competing brands which further contributes to enhancing the marketing effectiveness. Further, Mengxia 
(2007) also reported that the brand personality dimensions - brightness and trustworthiness, fashion and charm, realism 
and smoothness were related to consumer preference for the Adidas brand. 
FINDINGS 
The factor analysis carried out on Aaker’s 42 traits of brand personality for sportswear resulted in the extraction of seven 
factors such as Competence, Excitement, Sincerity, Sophistication, Ruggedness, Small-Town and Family-Oriented. The 
factors extracted in the study are not the same as that of Aaker’s and hence the hypothesis which states that there is no 
significant difference in Aaker’s brand personality dimensions across different cultures could not be accepted. 
To get better insights into the socio-economic profile of the respondents with respect to the brand personality dimensions, 
various tests like ANOVA and independent t-test were performed. Firstly, in order to understand whether there is any 
significant difference in the perception of male and female respondents with respect to sportswear brand personality 
dimensions, an independent t-test was applied. The results showed that there is a significant difference in the perception of 
male and female respondents with respect to five brand personality dimensions namely Small-town, Sincerity, Excitement, 
Competence, and Sophistication. 
There is no significant difference found between the brand personality dimension and age group of respondents as well as 
family income status. A stepwise multiple regression method was deployed to test the extent up to which the brand 
personality dimensions have an influence on brand preference. The results of the analysis applied to the extracted factors 
of brand personality revealed that the Ruggedness dimension, followed by the Excitement dimension made a positive and 
significant contribution in influencing brand preference. This implies that improvements in brand preference are possible 
with improvements made in the traits of these two dimensions. 
CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION - 
This study used Aaker’s (1997) framework to identify brand personality dimensions that influence consumers’ preferences 
for selected sportswear brands in the Indore area. The findings of the study suggest that changes in number and type of 
brand personality dimensions are expected across the brands and socio-economic environments in influencing the 
consumers’ preferences. The results also suggested that, among the socio-economic variables considered in the study, 
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gender was the most influential variable than other variables, thereby suggesting the importance of this factor in 
formulating the promotional policies for the sportswear brands. The results of the analysis in respect of the importance of 
brand personality dimensions in influencing consumers' brand preference show that two dimensions namely Ruggedness 
and Excitement significantly influenced consumers’ brand preference of sportswear brands. Therefore, it would be helpful 
for brand managers to especially focus, apart from the common dimensions, on the dimensions specific to their brands to 
harness competitive advantage. The findings suggest that there is a significant role played by brand personality dimensions 
in influencing consumers’ preference for sportswear brands. 
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